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Interview with Deputy Secretary of Defense William J. Perry

Sea Power Comtributing Editor Vincent C. Thomas Ir.
met with Deputy Secretary of Defense William J. Perry 1o
discuss DOD plans to meet the post-Cold Warlposi-BUR
(Bottom-Up Review} challenge, in an era of rapidly
decreasing defense budgets, of fielding forces equipped
to meer a broad spectrum of new but as-yet-undefined
military threats in virtually any corner of the world.
Fallowing is the transcript of that discussion.

SEA POWER: When you left the Pentagon over 12 years
ago, afler having had major responsibilities in the research
and development and procurement fields, you had been
involved in an earlier downsizing of the military. You're
mow involved in another one. What conditions are different
today from the 1970s, particularly with regard to what you
have referred to as the “‘offset strategy”?

PERRY: The offset strategy essentially has achieved its
objective, which basically was to use technology to give
us an advantage in military capability, It was intended to

be used against the Soviet Unior, but in fact it was
demonstrated in Desert Storm against Soviet equipment
manned and operated by lraqis. Also, we were not
outnumbered in that conflict. Therefore, we achieved a
decisive victory, quickly, and with relatively few casual-
ties. So I feel very good about the way the weapon
systems we developed under the offset strategy per-
formed. 1 also feel gopd about the way the Army and the
Air Force, and to a certain extent the Navy, developed
the right tactics and doctrines for using them properly.
Today we are looking at a very different kind of threat,
and the strategies that worked back in the 1970s and
1980s aren't going to work for the next decade or two.
But 1 do see technology as still being very important to
support our strategy for the future. 1 have mentioned that
information technology will be applied in a revolutionary
way to the armed forces of the future. It will increase
commanders® situation awareness, allowing them to
know where they are and where the enemy is. Informa-
tion technology also will lead 1o advances in simulation.



And information technology will lead to efficiencies in
production and in logistics. 1 see opportunities for as
much improvement in those areas, with the application of
information technology, as [ saw for the offset strategies
in the 1970s.

I was intrigued by a comment you made that the uniformed
military today *‘understands the advantages of technolo-
gy" better than their predecessors did on your earlier
Pentagon tour. What were the shortcomings earlier?
PERRY: Some of the military were important boosters of
military technology then. But there was a large degree of
skepticism about these precision-guided munitions
{PGMs] and other applicalions of advanced technology.
Remember that PGMs were applied in some small way in
the Vietnam War and did not perform alt that well. That
war was very much in our memory in the late 1970s. In
the very early stages of introduction, (here were reliabil-
ity problems and problems of maintaining equipment in
the field. This experience in the Vietnam War, | think, led
to a very natural skepticism on the part of the military.

More generally, there were several issues about de-
pending on advanced technology that concerned the
military. Even if a syslem was potentially cffeclive,
would that eflectiveness be greatly decreased by the
so-called fog of war? Would soldiers have high enough
levels of training to use the equipment effectively? How
easily could the equipment be maintained?

What 1think the military didn’t fully understand then was
that the new technology was inherently easier to operate
and (o maintain than electro-mechanical systems. Now the
military leaders know that, having used technology in war
in Desert Storm and seen that indeed it js easier to operate
and maintain. We also have a new generation of very

well-trained troops that have demonstrated the ability to

operate and take care of this equipment.

Is my understanding correct that you believe the require-
ments process should be separated from the acquisition
process?

PERRY: No, it is not. I always have believed that it is
exceedingly important to keep those two linked closely
together. And John Deutch [under secretary of defense
for acquisition and technology] also feels that way. He
has been working very closely with Admiral Jeremiah
[Adm. David E. Jeremiah, vice chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staf] both in the Bottom-Up Review and in the
specific weapon systems planning that takes place in the
various review boards that we have. If there is anything
that [ feel strongly about, it is that the requirements
process and the acquisition process must be close. You
cannol treat them as two separate issues.

You described the application of information technology to
batticfield simulation as “‘a revolution which is just begin-
ning and which will have a profound effect on our R&D
process.” How?

PERRY: [n the design of a new system, we estimate how
it will perform and then build models to test it. That is a
very expensive and time-consuming process. To the
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extent that simulations are good enough to do a lot of that
protolyping in the computer, when we finally build a
model for field testing, it has a much higher probability of
being the right model. Looking a little farther down-
stream, we can test not .only technical parameters, but
also can use simulation to learn how that system is going
to perform on the battlefield.

It now is possible in simulation not only to vary
technical parameters and test the edge of the envelope in
the computer, but also to simulate combat conditions. in
the past we could not access performance on the battle-
field until the system got all the way to the operational
test stage, If we discover in operational testing a basic
operational fault, we may have wasted years of develop-
ment time and money. So 1 think advanced simulation is
going to have a revolutionary effect on the way we design
our weapon systems.

As I recall, the Bush administration dropped the idea of

- letting contraclors charge the government for independent

R&D {IR&D]. But you are now saying that independent
RA&D, whether on military products or even on commercial
preducts, could be considered overhead expenses. Can you
expand on that philosophy?

PERRY: There always has been a test for independent
R&D. What we are saying now is, if a defense company
is diversifying and trying to convert to dual-use products,
we should encourage it. We should consider its relevance
to maintaining some sort of defense industrial base. So
this docs not add money to the independent R&D pro-



gram. It simply takes a broader view of what is defense-
relevant, to include defensc diversification projects.
The percentage of moncy thal 2 company is able to
charge to 1IR&D is not aflccled. Indeed, my worry on
IR&D is not that we are going to be spending foo much
moncy, but that we are going 1o be spending too little
sincc. as production goes Jown, the base on which they
computc the IR&D percentages also goes down.

llow can modern information (echnology improve the
shiphuilding industry’s competitiveness, particularly since
that conpetitiveness is dependent on so many factors such
as hock production, improved facilitics, improved produc-
tivity, etc.?

PERRY: The issues you raisc in the question are entirely
right. Tcehnology, even manulacturing process technol-
ogy. is only onc element in competitiveness. Our pro-
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posal on MARITECH {a program to improve maritime
technology to make U.S. shipbuilders and the U.S.-flag
Merchant Marine more competitive in the global market-
place] has nothing to do with the other elements. The
companies themselves have {o pursue imptovements in
marketing, which obviously is just as important as the
other issues involved. But we want MARITECH to
encourage the use of information technology to improve
the manufacturing process—to reduce the cost of manu-
facturing. One of the reasons the U.S. shipbuilding
industry is not competitive is that their costs are too high.

A second action which the government is taking is
working with other nations lo try to get a leve! playing
field with regard to subsidization. Even if we get our
manulacturing process costs down, if other countries are
going 1o subsidize the building of ships, we still arc not
going o be compctitive. So at least three big issues are
involved here. The first is improved markeling on the part
of the U.S. shipbuilders. The second is a level playing
field on government subsidies. The third, which we do
have something o do with, is assisting companics in
developing the manufacturing process technology which
will reduce their production costs.

We think there will be a big market for ships this
coming decade. The question is whether U.S. shipbuild-
ers will be competitive in that market.

How do you propose to remove the barriers that have been
created in the last few decades that separate the defense
fndustrial base from the nationa! industrial base? And can
you give as an example of the kind of barrier you are irying
1o eliminate? o,

PERRY: MILSPECs is a very obvious example. Conver-
sion of most of our military specifications to joint mili-

" taryfindustrial specifications is very important. We can

-buy them [many militarily useful products} in the open
market.

A second action is getting the authority lo procure a
much higher percentage of our equipment using basic
commercial buying practices instead of the military ac-
quisition system. There are some small contracts where
we already have authority to do that; they are contracls
under $25,000. We expect by the first half of next year to
is\avc the authority to raise thal threshold from $25,000 to

100,000.

Congress has to approve that change, doesn’t #t?

PERRY: Part of the problen is in law, part of the problem
is in regulation. The MILSPEC problem is regulation. We
don’t need congressional assistance on that one. For
commercial buying practices, we are substantially re-
stricied by legislation. There arc several dillerent picces
of legislation in front of the Congress right now lo give us
mare authority to use commercial buying practices, and 1

The Technology Reinvestmant Program provides matching funds
te industry to “spread technology to companias all over the
country,” Perry says. This phato shows the kull design bacility
of the Navy's David Taylor Mode! Basia, 2 member of &
government-industry tesm swarded s TRF coniract



believe that they will be picked up in the second session
of this Congress.

Is the aviation industrial base a concern o you, now that
Grumman, for example, has sajd that it does not intend to
build any more airframes?

PERRY: We have substantial excess capacity in the
aircrafl industry today, excess lo any needs that I can
foresce in this decade. Therefore, | do believe that
consolidation in the aircraft industry is not only desirable
but inevitable. I refer both to the likely size of the
commercial airplane market and the defense market, 1 do
not believe that the government has to intervene to
actively help business in this area. I believe that these
two markets will provide a sufficient base for a healthy,
but smaller, aircraft industry.

Second, the industry on its own is evolving toward
teaming on the major programs. You have programs like
the F-22 [the Air Force's advanced tactical fighter],
where you have three major feam members. And pro-
grams like the F/A-18 [Hornet fighter/attack aircraft],
where you have (wo major team members. 1 think that
while there may be only two new fighter aircraft being
developed, and (wo major production programs, the rest
of this decade, those programs will probably support
four, five, or six airframe companies. Some of those
companies will also be doing work on various R&D
eflorts under JAST [joint advanced strike technology],
for example. So I believe we are going to have a smaller,
but still healthy, aircraft industry into the next century
without special government intervention.

How, specifically, do you plan to proceed with the JAST
prograin? And how will it differ from the TFX program?
PERRY: N is premature to trry to lay out how we are
going 1o approach JAST, except in the broadest terms.
But I can answer your TFX question. TFX tried to build
a sinple airplane for the Navy and the Air Force. That
ended in failure, and with two different airplanes, one for
the Navy and one for the Air Force.

With JAST, we are not trying to build a single airplane
for the Navy and the Air Force. What we are planning 1o
do insteud is to get commonality in the major subsystems
and components that go into the airplane, We envision
that the Navy and the Air Force will build separate
:f;plnnes. In that respect it is markedly different from the

X.

There is a second respect in which it is different,
Because of the way we are structuring JAST, we are
getling strong support from both the Navy and the Air
Force for this approach.
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How well is the defense industry responding to your efforts
to streamline the acquisition process, and where do you
stand now?
PERRY: We have a ol to do. First of all, though, John
Deutch and 1 are in complete agreement, not only in the
philosophy of what we are trying te do, but in the right
way of going about it. There may not be any other
instance where the deputy secretary and the under scc-
retary for acquisition worked this closely together.
Second, we both share as a major objective achievinga
real degrec of acquisition reform, broadly interpreted.
We sec this as an activity that we are going to be working
on all four years, When we leave the Pentagon, we want
to icave a legacy of successfully launching acquisition

" reform. 1 don't believe you can completely transform the

system in just four years, but we can make a very
important beginning.

Reducing our reliance on MILSPECS and using com-
mercial buying practices are two very important areas
where [ fully expect to have demonstrable snccess by the
second or third year. Transforming these acquisition
ideas into large system programs will be very much
harder {o do, but I hope for at least a few successful pilot
programs,

Fhave been using my bully pulpit in this arca, and we
have gotten a few small things done. But the major thrust
o make things happen in ncquisition reform will be this
year, 1994, when we hope and expect Congress 10 give us
ncw legislative authority.

You have devoled considerable attention to what you call
the Technology Reinvestment Program [TRP). Can you tell
us more about the TRP and why you think it will be so
valuable? )

PERRY: There are several different components of the
Technology Reinvestment Program. Some of the pro-
grams are taking lechnology from defcnse work and
applying it 1o a commercinl product. In these cases, a
defense company and a commercial company leam up. ;
We provide funds that allow them to get the project
started. Others are creating the manufacturing equivalent
of the old agriculture extension programs. They set up
centers of excellence in various components of manufac-
turing technology, which can spread new technoiogy to
companics all over the country. Large corporalions al-
rcady have pretty good access to the new lechnology, but
the smail and medium-sized companies don't.



This is an avenue You are providing them?
PERRY: Yes, bul Commerce js really managing the

getting that technology to them. The exlension program
did that,

We arc doing the same thing here in these manufac-
turing extension programs. This is a more appropriate
rule for the Commerce Depariment than Defense. Com-
muree is managing that part of the TRP, but it is using

Defense Department funds from the TRP. Commerce was
one of the six agencies that came together 1o evaluate
these programs, and all of the manufacturing extension

Programs are being turned over to Commerce to actually
manage, N

Is ARPA (Advanced Research Project Agency] your prin-
cipal agent in this program?

PERRY: Yes, it is. ARPA is our representative as one of
the six agencies that do the total evaluation, and it makes
the final determination jn this program. The award is
made by the director of ARPA.

A major subject of current interest seems (o be the theater

ballistic missile defense Program. How serious is the threa(
in this arey?

PERRY: Theater missile defense is one of our highest
national priorities, and it is, 1 belicve, being funded
appropriately. The overall leve] of lunding of what used
to be the SDI [strategic defense initiative) program, and
whal is now the BMDO [Ballistic Missile Defense Office),
has gone down. We had cut it a small amount, and
Congress took it down even farther. But within that,
funding for theater missiie defense has gone up substan-
tially, Over the five-year defense program, $12 billion is
allocaled for theater ballistic missile defense, which is a
substantial increase. That js being done primarily at the

‘expense of space-based systems, and even to a certain
degree at the expense of ground-based national systems.
So we have put our top priority on theater missile defense
and are moving towards the rapid development, many-
facturing, and deployment of systems, including ship-
based systems.

With regard 1o ship-based systems, the Aegis system and
the Standard missile appear (o provide a very good basis
Jor going forward. '

PERRY: We believe that the ship-based system is a
erucial part of our overall effort. There are som¢ real
Questions about which of the various theater missile
- defense programs will be the winners. But there is no
doubt that there is going to be a ground-based system and
a ship-based system in the final configuration.
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During an interview with Aviation Week & Space Tecknol-
ogy you said the climate mow fs excellent for petting
extensive procurement and acquisition reform through
Congress. Why do you think so?

PERRY: First of all, the people with the immediate
Tesponsibility for executing it are Colleen Preston {deputy
under secretary for acquisition reform], John Deutch, and
mysell. We really strongly believe in reform, and in its
importance. We are committed to succeeding.

Second, the approval chain we have to get things
done—the president, the vice president, the secretary—is
strongly supporting reform, even 1o the extent of pushing
it harder and faster, .

Third, I believe that very important elements of Con-
Bress are supporting reform. That does not mean we're
nol going Lo have disagreements with Congress. But there
arc leaders and champions for acquisition reform within
Congress, so we have a strong basis with which 10
overcome any opposition within Congress. Both chair-
men of the auvthorization committees strongly support
acquisition reform, and within those committees there are
people like Senators Bingaman [JelT Bingaman (D-N.H.))
and Levin [Carl Levin (D-Mich.)] whe will be very much
in the forefront of making it happen. ] have discussed this
in a lot of detail with both Chairman [Sam) Nunn [D-Ga.]
and .Chairman (Ronald] Dellums {D-Caiif.], and | am
satisfied that we will have their support.

You paid a recent visit to the Sea Shadow, the experimental
Navy “stealth” ship that until last year had been pretty
much shrouded in secrecy. You initiated that project many
Yyears ago. Is the ship that resuited what you thought it
would be?

PERRY: Yes and no. The project 1 initiated in the Jate
1970s was for a larger ship. 1 had in mind doing a
profotype of a combat ship. After ] left the Pentagon, that
program was canceled. A new program was started about
a year later. But the Navy built a ship that was oo small
10 be a serious prototype of a real combat ship, so in that
sensc it did not accomplish what [ wanted.

On the other kand, it did fully and clearly demonsl_rale
two capabilities that we wanted 1o demonstrate in a
decent-sized ship. One of them was stealth properties. It
is exceedingly stealthy in all sensitive elements through-
out the ship. This ship is hard to detect. )

Second, it has outstanding seakeeping capability.
When ] was out in San Francisco Bay riding that ship, it
was a choppy day, as often happens there: it was sea state
3. The Coast Guard ship which was alongside was
bobbing up and down: our ship was riding as though it
was in our living room. There was no perceptible move-
ment because of the catamaran nature of the hu]l. The
ship itself sits out of the water. Flotation is maintained by
the submarine portions underneath the water, cpm:necled
to the hull by stilts. The propulsion power is in the
platform above the water. Electric power dnves.the
propeller on the submarine portions, That results in a
very quict ship. :
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Have any of the things that you successfully proved with
regard to stealth been applied with any degree of success to
follow-on ships such as the Arieigh Burke class of guided
missile destroyers [DDGs)?

PERRY: Yes, the Burke class was an important benefi-
ciary. It doesn't get down to true stealth levels, but even
a 10- or 20-decibel reduction in a ship’s radar cross-
scction makes it a harder larget to detect. You can always
see a ship that big; it is not a stealth ship. But if you make
a ship 10 to 20 decibels smaller in radar cross section,
then the countermeasures which you design to protect jt
can be 10 to 20 decibeis lower in power, and correspond-
ingly smalier and cheaper.

In that respect, if the Navy does come up with another class
of DDG to succeed the Burkes, can you apply what you
have learned even further?
PERRY: Yes. The Burke was a significant first step, but
by no means the fast step.

Could you do it even in the next flight of Burkes that comes
along? .

PERRY: No, I believe that the moves we made in the
Burkes will be the last significant steps, unijl another
class of ships comes along. a



